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I. 


SUMMARY 


Both Ecusta and Hermetite porous tippings have been 
evaluated as alternate methods of achieving filter dilution. 

The dilution resulting from porous tipping is non-obvious and 
is primarily controlled by the porosity of the inner combin¬ 
ing wrap. Dilution averages of 10 - 401 have been achieved 
using Ecusta Reference 592 and 626 porous plug wraps. The 
uniformity of porous tipping dilution is similar to perforated 
and Hauni pin systems. 

Initial samples of the Ecusta porous tipping required 
modification to the adhesive application system and the PVA 
formulation. Subsequent samples were processed with the standard 
adhesive and application system. 

National Product Opinion Laboratory CPOL) testing found 
'the Ecusta porous tipping to be equivalent in taste character¬ 
istics to perforated and Hauni piii systems. No preferences for 
the non-obvious dilution characteristics of porous tipping' were 
noted. 

Porous tipping (Ecusta) is more expensive than perfo¬ 
rated tipping (Appendix I), but might offer some distinct advantag 
over perforated and Hauni pin systems (Recommendations). No 
price comparisons to the Hauni pin system were conducted. 





II. INTRODUCTION 



ft 
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Porous tipping paper offers a non-obvious alternative 
to perforated or Hauni pin ventilated systems. With porous 
tipping, the dilution air enters the filter through a large 
number of small openings which are not visible to the naked 
eye. Consequently a cigarette made with porous tipping looks 
very similar to a regular non-diluted cigarette. 

Porous cork tipping can be matched in color to the 
regular cork tipping but because of its porosity, it is slightly 
more mottled in appearance. White porous tipping is generally 
not as opaque as regular white tipping. 

Both Ecusta and Hermetite have supplied sample tip¬ 
pings. Ecusta porous tippings utilize a Reference 626 com¬ 
bining wrap base sheet over which is printed either a cork or 
a white opacifying pattern. Both the white and cork patterns 
are commercially available and can be printed with special 
designs - such- as gold rings, names, etc. Initial Ecusta 
samples would not process on the standard Hauni Max assembler, 
so an alternate adhesive and application system was developed. 
Later samples, however, processed satisfactorily on the standard 
system. 

Hermetite samples are made from a new, long fiber, 
white base sheet supplied by Schweitzer; and, like Ecusta, 
they overprint the desired color or pattern. Unlike Ecusta, 
their samples have always processed on the Hauni Max assembler 
with the standard adhesive system. Minor flagging problems 
have been noted with some samples. 

Samples of both tippings are shown in- Appendix V. 
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III. DISCUSSION 


A. EQUIPMENT AND PROCESS 

1. Gravure Printer Roll Set-Up 

Initial samples of the Ecusta porous tipping 
were highly absorbent and required modification of the PVA 
adhesive and development of a special glue application system'. 
Modifications to the glue application system on the production 
Hauni Max III assembler and the PVA adhesive formulation were 
as follows: 

a. The standard smooth transfer roll was 
replaced with a gravure type printer 
roll 1 (Appendix Ill-Figures I-IV). 

b. The standard metal dip roll was replaced 
with a rubber coated roll without raised 
edges (Appendix Ill-Figure V). 

c. The tipping position lever above the trans¬ 
fer roll was replaced with a rubber backup 
roll (Appendix III-Figure VI). 

It should be noted that the addition 
of the rubber back-up roll eliminated 
the automatic lift-off of the tipping 
from the transfer (printer) roll dur¬ 
ing machine shutdown. If this process 
were necessary, modifications would 
have to be made to provide for this 
in a production situation. 

d. A thickening agent (0.5% Methocel 90 HG, 

Dow Chemical) was added to the standard PVA. 

The gravure roll, along with a higher viscosity PVA 
(18,000 2 vs. 1,800 cps) , allowed reduced amounts of adhesive to 
be printed on the surface of the tipping. The higher viscosity 


1 Modified Hauni glue roll, plated and etched by Inta-Rota, Inc., 
Richmond, Virginia. (Mechanical engraving can also be done by 
Inta-Rota)' 

2 Brookfield Viscometer Model RVT-Spindle #7 @ 20 RPM. 
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adhesive reduced penetration, allowing a normal tipping operation 
from the transfer roll (printer roll station) on. A rubber 
coated dip roll was used in order to insure complete contact 
of the dip roll with the printer roll. A schematic of the 
modified adhesive system is shown in Appendix Ill-Figure VII. 

Because the gear attached to the transfer roll 
(printer roll) interfered with the copper plating (step necessary 
for chrome plating) operation, the transfer roll was ground 
down and fitted with a copper sleeve (Appendix III-Figures 
VIII-XI). The roll was then ground to the original diameter. 

With this copper sleeve already in place, chrome plating and 
etching were done without difficulty. It was discovered later, 
however, that softened Hauni rolls could be mechanically en¬ 
graved - making the copper plating unnecessary. 

2. Standard Tipping Process 

Subsequent testing on later, more fully developed 
samples of the Ecusta porous tipping paper revealed that the 
gravure printer roll process was unnecessary. The standard 
tipping process appears entirely satisfactory for current 
commercially produced samples of Ecusta's porous tipping. 1 

NOTE : At least a 2 mm lap seam 

is necessary for porous tipping to 
seal properly. Caution should be 
observed in making filter rods with 
porous combining wrap to insure 
proper circumference. 

Also, the vacuum system on the Hauni 
Max should be checked to insure max¬ 
imum efficiency of operation. 

Two demonstration runs of 32,000 cigarettes each 
showed no significant build-up (due to penetration of adhesive) 
on the vacuum drum' during making. Also, packaged cigarettes 
showed no evidence of sticking together after either shelf or 
accelerated aging. 


J Ecusta White porous tipping was also run on the Mark IX and 
PA 8 assembler in the New Manufacturing Center with success¬ 
ful results. 
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B. 


OPERATING INSTRUCTIONS 


.«v 




Operating procedures for the Hauni Max assembler when 
usin'g porous tipping are the same as those used with' standard 
non-porous tippings. 

C. DILUTION CONTROL AND UNIFORMITY 

Initially it was thought that cigarette dilution could 
be controlled by the width of the skip pattern as well as the 
porosity of the tipping and the porous plug wrap (Ecusta Research 
and Development Report, May 29, 1973 - Appendix II). However, 
investigation of several different widths of skip pattern 
(Tables I-11, Appendix Ill-Figures I-III) showed no significant 
change in cigarette dilution. Apparently, the level of adhesive 
being applied is not enough to significantly affect the porosity 
of the tipping. Consequently, a continuous or solid applica¬ 
tion (Appendix Ill-Figure IV) is used rather than a skip pattern. 
This procedure eliminates registration problems encountered with 
"Skip" tipping and gives a better’lap seal. Solid adhesive 
application is used with both the printer roll set-up and the 
standard application system. 

For a given tipping porosity, the level of dilution 
is primarily controlled by the porosity of the combining wrap. 
Table III shows dilution levels expected utilizing Ecusta 
Reference 592 or 626 combining wraps for both cork and white 
porous tipping. Typical dilution data for perforated and Hauni 
pin systems are included for comparison purposes. Frequency 
distribution curves are shown in Figures I-XV 1 . 

From the data in Table III, it appears that the 
dilution uniformity achieved with the standard process is 
better than that achieved! with the printer roll set-up. This 
difference could be due in part to the more uniform application 
of adhesive achieved with the standard process. 2 The dilution 
uniformity achieved with perforated and Hauni pin ventilated 


dilution readings on cigarettes with porous tipping are 
taken over the entire filter minus the 5 irum inserted into 
the dental dam/holder assembly. 

2 Problems were encountered in keeping the plated and etched 
rolls round. 
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systems is similar to that achieved with porous tipping run 
with the standard process. 

D. TASTE EVALUATIONS 

Except for minor differences noted by the Descriptive 
Panel, local and National POL testing showed the Ecusta porous 
tipping to be equivalent in taste characteristics to perforated 
and Hauni pin systems (Appendix IV) . No preferences were noted 
for the non-obvious dilution characteristics of the porous 
tipping. 
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS 


Although porous tipping systems are slightly more 
expensive due to material costs, it is felt that porous tipping 
offers certain advantages that might lead to more efficient - 
hence less costly - manufacture of cigarettes. 

For example, (1) "Skip” tipping is unnecessary with 
porous tipping systems. This would eliminate the tedious 
registration that ’’Skip" tipping normally requires; (2) Hauni 
pins are eliminated. No down time due to pin breakage or 
replacement would be incurred. 

Another example that is not cost related, but might 
have marketing and consumer ramifications, is the non-obvious 
dilution characteristics of porous tipping. Although National 
POL testing showed no preference for porous tipping, having 
non-obvious dilution might be a distinct advantage over the 
large number of perforations or pin holes required for some "low 
delivery cigarettes. The smoker would not be able to infer the 
level of dilution and/or delivery by observing the number of 
"holes" in the filter. 

It is therefore recommended that porous tipping be 
given serious consideration as an alternate method of achiev¬ 
ing filter dilution. 


- 7 
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TABLE I 


DILUTION VERSUS. SKIP PATTERN! AREA 
ECUSTA POROUS CORK TIPPING 


Code 

Skip Pattern Width 1 

Dilution 


mm 

% of 1050 cc 

D3PY 

5 (110 mm 2 ) 

19 

D3PZ 

8 (176 mm 2 ) 

20 

D3QA 

11 (242 mm 2 ) 

19 


r Area of tipping not covered with Adhesive 


9 
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TABLE II 


■ 


DILUTION VS. SKIP PATTERN AREA 
ECUSTA POROUS WHITE TIPPING 


Code 

Skip Pattern Width 1 

Dilution 


mm 

1 of 1050 cc 

D3QB 

5 (110 mm 2 ) 

12 

D3QC 

8 (176 mm 2 ) 

14 

D3QD 

11 (242 mm 2 ) 

12 


*Area of tipping not covered with Adhesive 
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TABLE III 
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DILUTION UNIFORMITY 

POROUS TIPPING VERSUS PERFORATED TIPPING VERSUS HAUNI PINS. 






DILUTION 


CODE 

TIPPING TYPE 

PLUG WRAP 

X 

S 

Cv 

POROUS 1 

D3AGZ 

Ecusta Cork 

Ecusta 592 

19 

4.4 

23 1 

D3AGY 

Ecusta White 

Ecusta 592 

13 

2.8 

21 

D3AGV 

Ecusta Cork 

Ecusta 626 

29 

4.9 

17 

D3AGU 

Ecusta White 

Ecusta 626 

27 

3.9 

15 

POROUS 2 

D3AGX 

Hermetite Cork 

Ecusta 592 

13 

2.6 

20 

D3AGW 

Hermetite White 

Ecusta 592 

15 

2.1 

14 

D3AGT 

Hermetite Cork 

Ecusta 626 

19 

3.1 

17 

D3AGS 

Hermetite White 

Ecusta 626 

30 

4.2 

14 

D5BT 

Ecusta Cork 

Ecusta 592 

19 

2.4 

12 

D5BU 

Ecusta White 

Ecusta 592 

11 

1.3 

11 

D5BV 

Ecusta Cork 

Ecusta 626 

38 

3.4 

9 

D5BW 

Ecusta White * 

Ecusta 626 

23 

2.7 

12 

PERFORATED 

D5BZ 

Ecusta Reg. Cork 
(2 Rows of Perf.) 

Ecusta 626 

21 

2.3 

11 

D2AXL 

Ecusta Reg. Cork 

(5 Rows of Perf.) 

« 

Ecusta 626 

28 

2.9 

10 

HAUNI PINS 

D5BX 

1 Gravure Printer 
2 Standard Process 

Ecusta Reg. Cork 
(5 Hauni Pins) 

Roll Process 


17 

2.3 

h* 
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GO 

13 
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FIGURE III 


DILUTION UNIFORMITY 
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FIGURE V 

DILUTION UNIFORMITY 
POROUS TIPPING 
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FIGURE VII 


DILUTION UNIFORMITY 
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FIGURE VIII 
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FIGURE IX 


DILUTION UNIFORMITY 
POROUS TIPPING 

(ECUSTA POROUS CORK - ECUSTA 592 PLUG WRAP) 



ource: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/mmnlOOOO 
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FIGURE XI 


DILUTION UNIFORMITY 


POROUS TIPPING 
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FIGURE XII 


DILUTION UNIFORMITY 
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. _ FIGURE XV 
DILUTION UNIFORMITY 
HAUNI PERFORATIONS 
(ECUSTA CORK - FIVE (5) HAUNI 'PINS’ 
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PRICE COMPARISON 



ECUSTA PERFORATED TIPPING VERSUS ECUSTA POROUS TIPPING 

COST OF TIPPING ONLY 


COST/Mi CIGARETTES 1 

Ecusta Perforated Cork 0.1468 

Ecusta Porous Cork 

Single Pass 0.2062 

Double Pass 2 0.2436 

Ecusta Perforated White 3 0.1792 

Ecusta Porous White 4 0.2879 


*60 mm Wide Tipping. 

2 If necessary to obtain color. 

3 Based on price of $17,925/2700 M bobbin. 

“Includes a pattern to obscure rod filter junction. 
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PHILIP MORRIS 

U.S.A. 

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 


J. 


To: . * Files 

From: . L. F. Meyer 

Subject: . Ecusta Paper Company - Telephone Conversation 


Date: December 10, 19 74: 
(12/9/74) 


v. 

I talked with Mr. William Owens of Ecusta Paper Company today 
regarding price quotes on the ultra porous tipping paper they 
have recently developed. Bill gave the following tentative 
quotes, however, he said he has asked for a review of these 
prices because they sounded high to hiim. 

1. For white porous tipping including a pattern 

to obscure tjREJJACTED and cigarette junction 
a price of JREOADTpr or approximately '"TP 
per 2,000 meter bobbin. RED/uil <■ * 

2. For cork porous tipping - if a single pass to - 
obtain color can -b,§ used - a price of $0.1273/nr 
or approximately **£iMC7Tper 2,000 meter bobbin. 

- if a double pass to obtain color is required, 

then the price is ‘ REtf&T 1 -i-i or approximately 

per 2,000 meter bobbin. KfcuAL 

These prices are to be compared against normal cork tipping costs 

-_7? per 3S0O' meter bobbin and normal white tipping costs - 

per 2700 meter bobbin. 


LFM/hws 


cc: F. Resnik 
R. Thomson 
P, cSauvin 









' 






Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/mmnl0000 
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PHILIP MORRIS 

U.S.A. 

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 


To: • Files February 18, 19 75 

From: . W. G. Houck, Jr. 

subject: . Ecusta Paper Company - Telephone Conversation 


The following price quotes concerning combining wrap and 
tipping paper were conveyed to me by Mr. Bill Owens of Ecusta 
Paper Company on February 18, 1975. 

I. Combining Wrap 

a. Ecusta 492 

b. Ecusta 592 

c. Ecusta 626 



II. Tipping Paper 

a. Regular Cork * ' UJSAOTHD 

b. Perforated Cork 
£48-65 mm widths) 

W. G. Houck, Jr. 


WGH/hws 

cc: L. F. Meyer 
W. E. Claflin 
P. N. Gauvin 



Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/mmnlOOOO 
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P.O. BOX 200, PISGAH FOREST, NORTH CAROLINA 38768 
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COMPARISONS OF SMOKE YIELDS OF CIGARETTES UTILIZING 
ULTRAPOROUS TIPPINGS AND PERFORATED TIPPINGS 
S. W. McCARTY, W. B. LONG, AND C. M, O'SHIELDS 

Technical Department, Ecusta Paper Division 
Olin Corporation 
Pisgah Forest, North Carolina 


INTRODUCTION 

In recent years air dilution around the filter tips of cigarettes 
has become a popular and widely-used method of reducing 
the smoke yield from cigarettes. The prevalent way of 
accomplishing this air dilution effect has been through the 
use of perforated tippings which are products having dis¬ 
crete holes through which air is pullbd to dilute the 
mainstream smoke. With the recent development of 
Ecusta's ultraporous tipping paper, an additional way to 
effect air dilution is possible, in that the air can be pulled 
through the porous tipping without obvious, discrete holes 
being visible. 

The purpose of this present study has been to investigate 
under controlled laboratory conditions the smoke yields 
from cigarettes utilizing various combinations of ultraporous 
tippings and porous plug wraps and to compare these 
smoke yields with those obtained from cigarettes using 
perforated tippings as a means of air dilution. 

EXPERIMENTAL 

Tobacco columns made from a typical commercial tobacco 
blend were cut to 75 mm lengths for this study and con¬ 
ditioned at 72°F, 62% R. H. for 24 hours. These tobacco 
columns were then tipped with 25 mm filters, made from 
4.2 dpf/40,000 td cellulose acetate tow, having a pressure 
drop with nonporous plug wrap of 2.1 inches of water/ 
25 mm. 

Ecusta ultraporous tippings, perforated tippings, and 
porous plug wraps were used to prepare the filter rods and 
finished cigarettes. Control cigarettes were prepared using 
ultraporous and perforated tippings in conjunction with 
nonporous Type A plug wrap which was determined to 
give no air dilution effect. 

The cigarettes were tipped leaving various unglued 
widths, 5 mm, 10 mm or 16 mm, centered 12.5 mm 1 
from the mouth, end of the cigarette as shown in 
Figure 1. 

The cigarettes were smoked to within 5 mm of the 
tipping {65 mm smoked), and the smoke yields were de¬ 
termined by standard FTC procedures. 


As evidenced by the tables and graphs, the tar yields 
from cigarettes utilizing ultraporous tippings decrease as 

(1) the tipping paper becomes more porous, (2) the plug 
wrap becomes more porous, or (3) the unglued area of the 
tipping is increased. Nicotine, although not shown graphi¬ 
cally, follows the same trend as can be seen from Tables lb 
IV. The tar and nicotine yields are fairly well related to the 
cigarette pressure drop. 

Smoke yield reductions of up to 75% were achieved in 
this study. The unglued: areas ofi the tippings were not 
unreasonably Ibrge for normal! cigarette production and 
could probably be used commercially without undue 
difficulty. It is obvious that a wide range of smoke yield 
reductions can be achieved with the proper selection of 
porous plug wrap and ultraporous tipping. 

Of obvious interest in this study is the comparison of 
the effects on smoke yields of ultraporous tippings and 
perforated tippings since these materials are both used to 
achieve air dilution at the cigarette filter tip. The smoke 
yields obtained using one-line, three-line, and six-line 
perforated tippings are given in Table V and shown gra+ 
phicaliy in Figures 8 and 9. 

It can be seen from comparing these data for perforated 
and ultraporous tippings that comparable smoke yields 
can be obtained by either approach with the appropriate 
selection of tipping and plug wrap. For example, tar 
yield reductions ofi approximately 20% were obtained by: 

(1) 3-line perforated tipping / Type C plug; wrap, 

(2) ultraporous tipping #1 (10 mm unglued area) / 
Type C plug wrap, or 

(3) ultraporous tipping #3 (10 mm unglued area) / 
Type B plbg wrap. 

For one further example, an approximate 50%. tar 
reduction was obtained by: 

(1) 6-line perforated tipping / Type D plug wrap, 

(2) ultraporous tipping #2 (16 mm unglued area) / 
Type E perforated plug wrap, or 


DISCUSSION 

The porosity data for the various porous plug wraps and 
ultraporous tippings are given in Table I. Smoke yields and 
related data are given in Tables I MV and depicted graphi¬ 
cally in Figures 2-7. 


(3) ultraporous tipping #3 (10 mm unglued area) / 
Type D plug wrap. 

In other words, a large range of smoke yield reductions 
is possible with either perforated tippings or ultraporous 
tippings with the appropriate selection of porous plug wraps. 
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CONCLUSION 

* Smoke yields from cigarettes utilizing ultraporous tippings 
have been measured and found to be comparable to those 
obtained from commonly used perforated tippings. A wide 


range of tar and nicotine reductions was obtained (5%-75%) 
with the appropriate selection of ultraporous tipping, 
unglued porous area and porous plug wrap. 



TABLE 1 


POROSITY DATA FOR TIPPING PAPERS AND PLUG WRAPS USED IN THIS STUDY 

Paper Identification 


Porosity (Inches /50 cc/ sec)* 

Ultraporous Tipping No. 1 


12.7 

Ultraporous Tipping No. 2 


4.6 

Ultraporous Tipping No. 3 


1.6 

One-Line Perforated Tipping 


8.2 

Three-Line Perforated Tipping 


1.2 

Six-Line Perforated Tipping 


0.4 

Type A Nonporous Plug Wrap 


Nonporous 

Type B Porous Plug Wrap 


8.2 

Type C Porous Plug Wrap 


3.1 

Type D Porous Plug Wrap 


1.2 

Type E Perforated Plug Wrap 


0.1 

• These porosity values were obtained by measuring the pressure drop in inches of water across a single thick¬ 
ness of the paper associated with passing a constant air flow of 50 cc / sec through a 5 cm2 area 0 f the paper. 


TABLE II 

SMOKE YIELDS - ULTRAPOROUS TIPPING NO. 1 * 


Tar 


Plug 

Unglued 

Width 

Cigarette 

Pressure 

Drop 

No. Puffs 

Wet TPM 

Water 

Dry TPM 

Nicotine 

Tar 

Reduction 
by Air 
Dilution 

Tar 

(mg/ 

Wrap 

(mm) 

(in. H 2 0) 

(per cig.) 

{mg/cig.} 

(mg/cig.) 

(mg/cig.) 

(mg/cig.) 

(mg/cig.) 

(%/cig4> 

puff) 

Type A 

5 

3.7 

10.3 

23.3 

2.9 

20.4 

1.4 

19.0 

- 

1.84 

Type A 

10 

3.6 

10.5 

22.9 

2.4 

20.5 

1.4 

19.1 

- 

1.82 

Type A 

15 

3.8 

10.3 

23.1 

2.5 

20.6 

1.4 

19.2 

* 

1.86 

Ty pe B 

5 

3.6 

10.7 

21.9 

3.3 

18.6 

1.3 

17.3 

9 

1.62 

Ty pe B 

10 

3.2 

10.8 

19.4 

2.7 

16.7 

1.3 

15.4 

19 

1.43 

Ty pe B 

15 

3.1 

11.3 

17.5 

1.8 

15.7 

1.2 

14.5 

24 

1.28 

Ty pe C 

5 

3.5 

10.5 

20.2 

1.9 

183 

1.3 

17.0 

11 

1.62 

Type C 

10 

3.3 

10.7 

18.5 

2.0 

16.5 

1.3 

15.2 

20 

1.42 

Ty pe C 

15 

3.0 

11.6 

16.9 

1.7 

15.2 

IJ2 

14.0 

27 

1.21 

Ty pe D 

5 

3.3 

10.9 

17.1 

1.3 

15.8 

1.3 

14.5 

24 

1.33 

Type D 

10 

3.1 

11.2 

16.2 

1.4 

14.8 

1.2 

13.6 

29 

1.21 

Type D 

15 

2.8 

11.3 

14.0 

0.6 

13.4 

1.1 

12.3 

36 

1.09 

Type E 

5 

3.3 

11.0 

16.6 

1.0 

15.6 

1.3 

14.3 

25 

1.30 

Type E 

10 

3.0 

11.7 

16.0 

1.2 

14.8 

1.2 

13.6 

29 

1.16 

Type E 

15 

2.7 

11.7 

14.1 

0.8 

13.3 

1.1 

12.2 

36 

1.04 


•Average Porosity =12.7 inches / 50 cc / sec 
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TABLE III 

SMOKE YIELDS - ULTRAPOROUS TIPPING NO. 2 * 

Tar 

Cigarette Reduction 


Plug 

Wrap 

Unglued 

_Width 

(mm) 

Pressure 
-Drop - 
(in. H 2 0) 

No. Puffs 
(per cig.) 

- Wet TPM 
(mg/cigi) 

— Water 
(mg/cig.) 

Dry TPM 
(mg/cig,) 

Nicotine 

(mg/cig.) 

Tar 

(mg/cig.) 

by Air 
Dilution 
(%/cig.) 

Tar 

(mg/ 

puff) 

Type A 

5 

3.8 

10.7 

24.9 

3.2 

21.7 

1.5 

20.2 


1.90 

Type A 

10 

3.7 

9.8 

22.9 

2.6 

20.3 

1.4 

18.9 

- 

1.93 

Type A 

15 

3.8 

9.8 

23.8 

2.5 

21.3 

1.4 

‘19.9 

* 

2.03 

Type B 

5 

3.5 

10.3 

21.9 

2.2 

19.7 

1.4 

18.3 

7 

1.78 

Type B 

10 

3.1 

10.7 

18.6 

1.5 

17.1 

1.2 

15.9 

19 

1.49 

Type B 

15 

2.8 

10.8 

17.5 

2.7 

14.8 

1.1 

13.7 

30 

1.27 

Type C 

5 

3.2 

10.8 

19.7 

2 0 

17.7 

1.2 

16.5 

16 

1.53 

Type C 

TO 

2.8 

10.9 

18.0 

1.2 

16.8 

1.1 

15.7 

20 

1.44 

Type C 

15 

2.6 

11.3 

15.9 

1.4 

14.5 

1.0 

13.5 

31 

1.19 

Type D 

5 

3.1 

10.9 

18.4 

1.4 

17.0 

1.1 

15.9 

19 

1.46 

Type D 

10 

2.7 

11.4 

16.5 

1.0 

15.5 

1.0 

14.5 

26 

1.27 

Type D 

15 

2.4 

11.4 

13.8 

0.4 

13.4 

0.9 

12.5 

37 

1.10 

Type E 

5 

3.2 

10;7 

18.7 

2.2 

16.5 

1.1 

15.4 

22 

1.44 

Type E 

10 

2.5 

11.3 

15.7 

0.9 

14.8 

1.0 

135 

30 

1.18 

Type E 

15 

2.1 

11.7 

11.9 

0.3 

11.6 

05 

10.8 

45 

0.92 


•Average Porosity = 4.6 inches / 50 cc / sec 


TABLE IV 

SMOKE YIELDS - ULTRAPOROUS TIPPING NO. 3 * 


Tar 


Plug i 

UnglPed 

Width 

Cigarette 

Pressure 

Drop 

No. Puffs 

Wet TPM 

Water 

Dry TPM 

Nicotine 

Tar 

Reduction 
by Air 
Dilutiom 

Tar 

(mg/ 

Wrap 

(mm) 

(in. H 2 0) 

(per cig.) 

(mg/cig.) 

(mg/cig.) 

(mg/cig.) 

(mg/cig.) 

(mg/cig.) 

(%/cig.) 

puff) 

Type A 

5 

4.0 

10.6 

23.9 

3.5 

20.4 

1.5 

18.9 

. 

1.78 

Type A 

10 

3.9 

10.7 

25.0 

3.7 

21.3 

1.6 

19.7 

- 

1.84 

Type A 

15 

4.0 

10.7 

22.5 

2.5 

20.0 

1.4 

18.6 

- 

1.74 

Type B 

5 

3.3 

10.6 

20.2 

18 

18.4 

1.3 

17.1 

10 

1.61 

Type B 

10 

3.0 

11.1 

18.1 

2.0 

16.1 

1.2 

14.9 

22 

1.34 

Type B 

15 

2.8 

11.0 

16.3 

1.3 

15.0 

1.1 

13.9 

27 

1.26 

Type C 

5 

2.9 

10.7 

185 

1.6 

17.3 

1.3 

16.0 

16 

1.50 

Type C 

10 

2.7 

11.1 

165 

1.5 

15.0 

1.2 

135 

28 

1.24 

Type C 

15 

2.3 

11.4 

13.9 

0.7 

13.2 

05 

12.4 

35 

1.09 

Type D 

5 

25 

11.4 

16.6 

1.5 

15.1 

1.2 

13.9 

27 

1.22 

Type D 

10 

2.2 

11.7 

12.6 

1.4 

11.2 

1.0 

10.2 

47 

057 

Type D 

15 

15 

12.2 

8.0 

0.6 

7.4 

0.7 

6.7 

65 

055 

Type E 

5 

2.3 

11.7 

13.4 

1.2 

12.2 

1.0 

11.2 

41 

0.96 

Type E 

10 

1.9 

12.7 

9.3 

0.6 

8.7 

05 

7.9 

59 

0.62 

Type E 

15 

1.5 

12.7 

5.1 

0 

5.1 

0.4 

4.7 

75 

0.37 


* Average porosity- 1.6 inches / 50 cc / sec. 
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Tar (mg/cig.) 


TABLE V 

SMOKE YIELDS - PERFORATED TIPPING 


Plug; 

Wrap 

Lines of 
Perfora¬ 
tions 

Cigarette 

Pressure 

Drop 

(in.HjO) 

No. Puffs 
{per cig.) 

Wet TPM 

(mg/cig.) 

Water 

(mg/cig.) 

Dry TPM 
(mg/cig.1 

Nicotine 

(mg/cig.) 

Tar 

(mg/cig.) 

Tar 

Reduction 
by Air 
Dilution 
(%/cig.) 

Tar 

(mg/ 

puff) 

Type A 

1 

4.0 

It.2 

24.8 

3.0 

21.8 

1.3 

20.5 


1.83 

Type A 

3 

4.0 

11.0 

24.3 

3.0 

21.3 

1.3 

20.0 

* 

1.81 

Type A 

6 

4.0 

10.9 

25.3 

3.3 

22.0 

1.4 

20.6 

* 

1.89 

Type B 

1 

3.7 

11.2 

20.4 

1.4 

19.0 

1.2 

17.8 

13 

1.59 

Type B 

3 

3.4 

11.9 

20.1 

1.7 

18.4 

1.1 

17.3 

15 

1.45 

Type B 

6 

3.2 

12.0 

18.1 

0.9 

17.2 

1.0 

16.2 

21 

1.35 

Type C 

1 

3.7 

11.7 

20.4 

1.9 

18.5 

1.2 

17.3 

15 

1.48 

Type C 

3 

3.2 

>1.9 

18.7 

1.9 

16.8 

1.1. 

15.7 

23 

1.32 

Type C 

6 

2.8 

12.4 

15.4 

1.0 

144 

0.9 

13.5 

34 

1.09 

Type D 

1 

3.2 

12.0 

17.5 

1.4 

16.1 

1.0 

15.1 

26 

1.26 

Type D 

3 

2.6 

12.4 

13.4 

0.3 

13.1 

0.8 

12.3 

40 

0.99 

Type D 

6 

2.4 

12.1 

10.9 

0.5 

10.4 

0.7 

9.7 

52 

0.80 

Type E 

1 

3.1 

12.0 

15.5 

1.0 

14.5 

1.0 

13.5 

34 

1.13 

Type E 

3 

2.2 

13 2 

8.7 

0.2 

8.5 

0.6 

7.9 

61 

0.60 

Type E 

6 

1.8 

14.3 

4.3 

0.3 

4.0 

0.3 

3.7 

82 

0.26 
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CURE 3 


Tipping Unglued Width (mm) 


Tipping Unglued Width (mm) 


SMOKE YIELD AS A FUNCTION OF THE UNGLUED WIDTH FOR ULTRAPOROUS TIPPING NO. 1 


K)t_ 


— — — — —Omm -i * 

_ 5mm I Unglued £ 




Plug Wrap Pressure Drop (inches / 50 cc / sec) 


Plug Wrap Pressure Drop (inches / 50 cc / sec) 


IGURE 4 


SMOKE YIELD AS A FUNCTION OF PLUG WRAP POROSITY FOR ULTRAPOROUS TIPPING NO. 2 



Type D — ™ 

TypeEf 



\ ype t i nug 
Type D | Wrap 
Type E —* 


FIGURE 5 


5 10 15 5 10 15 

Tipping Unglued Width (mm)i Tipping Unglued Width (mm) 

SMOKE YIELD AS A FUNCTION OF THE UNGLUED WIDTH FOR ULTRAPOROUS TIPPING NO. 2 
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Tar (rog/eig.) m Tar (mg/cig.) 


Plug Wrap Pressure Drop (inches / 50 cc / sec) 


Pllig Wrap Pressure Drop (inches / 50 cc / sec) 


FIGURE 6 SMOKE YIELD AS A FUNCTION OF PLUG WRAP POROSITY FOR ULTRAROROUIS TIPPING NO; 3 



-Plug 

Wrap 


Tipping Unglued Width (mm) 



IGURE 7 SMOKE YIELD AS A FUNCTION OF THE UNGLUED WIDTH FOR ULTRAPOROUS TIPPING NO. 3 




FIGURE 8 


SMOKE YIELDS AS A FUNCTION OF PLUG WRAP POROSITY FOR PERFORATED TIPPING 













Tar (mg/cig.) 




FIGURE 9 SMOKE YIELDS AS A FUNCTION OF NUMBER OF PERFORATED TIPPING LINES 


Printed on 50 lb. GLEN-COTE Dull 


"The data, statements and conclusions made herein are based upon results obtained 
by Ecusta in laboratory tests under closely controlled conditions. Equivalent 
results may not be obtained under differing conditions or test methods. No 
product guarantees or warranties, express or implied, «re made hereby." 
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Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/mmnlOOOO 





















































































APPENDIX III 

PRINTER ROLL PROCESS DRAWINGS 
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FIGURE 


























FIGURE II 
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^Original solid roll 
was made by engraving 
smooth portions on 
one of the "Skip” tip 
rolls (Figures I -III) 
with a #85 screen. 

The #180 screen used 
for this mechanically 
embossed roil gave 
smaller cells than de¬ 
sired. A lower number 
screen (larger cells) 
would give more and 
better adhesive appli¬ 
cation. 
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TASTE EVALUATION RESULTS 
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Name_ Date_ Time. 


Please light the cigarettes in alphabetical order, Take as many puffs 
AS necessary to evaluate the cigarettes. 

First Second No 

Cigarette Cigarette Difference 

Check one - leave no blanks: 

Code: _ _ 

1. Which is harsher (more inhalation 

impact)? _ _ _ 

2. Which has more total taste? _ _ _ 

3. Which is more spicy (more peppery 

OR STINGING TO MOUTH AND NASAL AREAS)? _ _ _ 

4. Which is sweeter? •• - - -- 

5. Which is more bitter? - - - 

6. Which is more tobacco-like in flavor? _ _ _ 

7. Which cigarette do you prefer? _ _ _ 


8. Rate how you feel about the cigarette coded _ as compared 

WITH YOUR OWN BRAND: 











very much 
worse 

much 

worse 


moderately 

worse 

slightly 

worse 

• same 

slightly 

better 

moderately 

better 


much 

better 

very much 
better 

9. Rate how 

WITH YOUR 

YOU FEEL ABOUT THE 
OWN BRAND: 

CIGARETTE CODED 

AS 

COMPARED 










very much 
worse 

much 

worse 


moderately 

worse 

slightly 

worse 

same 

slightly 

better 

moderately 

better 


much 

better 

very much' 
better 


SEF-14A 
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BOOTH TEST DATA 
POL a SEF SUMMARY SHEET 


KEY WOROS 


PROJECT MO _ _ _ 


REQUESTER ±LLOIL^. 


OATF:l AB //-V^v - 


r v / N 


. pol /£-/? J c ?' 7 £ m ^7 

TEST METHQ0 ^t£2££^ PREPARATION f 7 .? s''•feta's 
PttRpn^r -^ 4 ^y r/^ s^y JL£?s*cs^>'s. 


PI iRPn^r -^* scU*s7^s^yi* + ^ :’ .; s/sMMrTz^Jss^y 

~ ^ 

PROCEDURE Using reduced lighting and above preparation, i.udoes were 


given the samples in a balanced presentation!. Then they answered 


the questions on the attached ballot 


RESULTS/ ^tmSF 


^ Jl 


*■ $ //nr r m* r me: e moi 


t /3 r |>/ " & " '7 


>J /3 V 


9 3 W/pp / J V / 


Ml 


(L*-7Ctl 


P5i 


0\3,3o 3 3o I 


■hi o.Lo | /I, 


0J3 


J'3V^ A^fT 


/I 43 


Q#7<^3cC<uL^d '. sjJxA^ J-cC^nM rfs SUsj* 


mfi V^ 


CATE COMPLETED 


//Mi 


.. J if iL JJ 




e :-_Mps ; //vtfwW .i nUM^mimeats, uesf. .edu/docs/ m m i 
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Name-Date _ Time 


Please light the cigarettes in alphabetical order, Take as many puffs 
as necessary to evaluate the cigarettes, 

First Second No 

Cigarette Cigarette Difference 

Check one - leave no blanks: 

Code: _ _ 

i. Which is harsher (more inhalation 

impact)? _ _ _ 


2. Which has more total taste? 

3. Which is more spicy (more peppery 

or stinging to mouth and nasal areas)? 

l \. Which is sweeter? 

5. Which is more bitter? 

6. Which is more tobacco-like in flavor? 

7. Which cigarette do you prefer? 


8, Rate how you feel about the cigarette coded _ as compared 

WITH YOUR OWN BRAND: 











very muc.hi 

much 

moderately 

slightly 

same 

slightly 

moderately 

much 

very much 

worse 

worse 

worse 

worse 


better 

better 

better 

better 

9. Rate how you feel about the 

CIGARETTE. CODED 

AS COMPARED 

WITH YOUR OWN BRAND: 






i 









very muelr 

much 

moderately 

slightly 

same 

slightly 

moderately 

much 

very much 

worse 

worse 

worse 

worse 


better 

better 

better 

better 
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Conclusions , . , 

There were no significant differences noted by the total 
panel between the two cigarettes; however, there Is some 
evidence that the experimental Marlboro 100 may be pre¬ 
ferred by younger smokers. 
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Purpose.., 

The purpose of this study was to determine, with subjective 
evaluation, consumer response to non-obvlous dilution via 
porous tipping In a 100 mm Marlboro type cigarette. 

Mr. W. 6. Houck, Or., was the test requester. 

*. 

Cigarettes , . , 

The control cigarette was a production Marlboro 100 with 
standard Hauni dilution and plain cork tipping Instead of 
the two gold line production type. The experimental was a 
Marlboro 100 type cigarette with Ecusta porous tipping. 

Analytical descriptions of the two cigarettes may be found 
In Appendix A. They were not different in any of the 
parameters tested. 


Procedure. , . 

The test was mailed September 5, 1973, to a panel of 600 
100 mm regular filter smokers selected from the POL National 
Roster. Each panelist received a split carton (5 packs vs. 

5 packs) of the two cigarettes, a ballot, and a return 
envelope. 
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The ballot contained nine-point scales comparing each 
cigarette to the panelists' usual brand, five qualitative 
attributes to be ascribed to one, both, or neither of the 
cigarettes, and an overall preference question. Panelists 
were also asked what brand they smoked and consumption per 
day (see Append!x B). 

The cigarettes were packaged In plain white packs with red 
and black alpha-numeric codes as follows: 

Marlboro TOO's Marlboro 100's 
• Control _ w/Porous Tipping 

Red E4 68 

Black G8 E4 

Results,,. 

The data were analyzed when 375 (63%). usable ballots had 
been received. Ratings and answers by the total panel and 
various demographic sub-groups may be found tn Tables 1 
through 10. 

There were no statistically significant total panel differ¬ 
ences on any of the questions asked. 

There was a tendency on the rating scale for the higher mean 
rating to be accorded to the experimental cigarette by females 
aged' 18-34 (p <. 07 ) and 100 mm smokers aged 18-34 (p <.07). 

There was also a tendency for smokers aged 18-29 to prefer the 
experimental (p<.Q8). 
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t* 


Significant differences on the attribute questions were 
few in number - only 4 at the .05 level out of a possible 
115 - and we believe these were primarily due to preference 
justification. Males and males aqed 18-34 ascribed a "bitter 
taste" to the control cigarette, while females aged 18-34 
and 100 mm smokers aged 18-34 ascribed an "off-taste" to the 
control. Also, the total panel tended to ascribe a "bitter 
taste" to the control Cp<.08). 

The above "differences" from the attribute questions were 
tested with the preference justification effect analysis* 
and only one - males.aged 18-34, "bitter taste" - was found 
to be due to differences in the cigarettes. The rest 
resulted from preference justification . We tend to go 
along with this conclusion as there are no clues In the 
analytical data or in past tests of Marlboro 100's that would 
lead us to believe that panelists would be detecting an "off" 
or bitter note In the control cigarette. 

The results as a whole show very few differences for so 
many breakouts. If they Indicate any difference in accepta¬ 
bility, It Is that younger smokers tend to favor the 
experimental cigarette. There Is certainly no indication 
that Ecusta porous tipping impairs the acceptability of a 
Marlboro 100 type cigarette.. 


*This analysis was developed by John Tindall and Is discussed . 
In his memo to AT Udow and Ed Gray, May 12, 1972, "Overcoming 
Preference Justification in Standard Field Test Format." 1 
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APPENDIX A 


Analytical Summary 


Marlboro TOO 

Control 

Marlboro TOO 
Porous Tipping Paper 

D3AMU-1 

D3AMV-1 


Smoke 



Butt Length, mm 

34 

34 

FTC Tar, mg/cigt. 

16.4 

16.1 

Nicotine, mg/cigt. 

1.13 

1.12 

Puffs/ciqt. 

10.4 

10.2 

F11tration Eff. , % 

48 

46 

Cigarette 



Total RTD, in. of H 2 0 

4.27 

.4.02 

Static Burn. Time, min. 

7.5 

7.5 

Length, mm 

99.5 

99.5 

Circumference, mm 

24.9 

24.9 


Paper 


Additive, type 

C11 . 

Clt. 


Porosity, sec. 

Filter 

15 

15 


RTD, In. of H 2 0 

2.74 

2.53 


Length, mm : 

27.0 

26.9 


Weight, gms 

0.171 

0.171 


Tipping paper length, mm 

31 

31 


Dilution, % 


20 


Filler 




Total alkaloids, % 

1 .54 

1 .60 


Total reducing sugars, % 

6.0 

6 . 1 

C 

Wt. of Tob . , gms 

0.951 

0.923 

O 

Rod Density, gms/cc 

0.266 

0.258 

4 ■ 

o 

CJ 

01 

<75 





APPENDIX B 


Ballot 




r >'>■ V' ‘.’r ■ v *'. V. '• c ' V -■ >. ‘V 

^ ■ v: ; v’ ..If this label needs to be changed, 

V v-V-v-V please f 11 li in the corrections below; 

, Name ; '’■- - *VKV; ># *M* • ft* 

\ -■•"*:■ - ; -1-?r—:— 71 —;-: TTT7T 

.:■.'.■■■• ';, J i q + r'ppt -f •' ' ■'■ l •' ' •■ 


V-:• :"• \'••; •■Street__ 

■V £ 10?* fs .'% City • ■•-•■■ 

State 

• "■ Tel ephone Number 0 


'Zip Coda 


- ft v . “ ' MPT-1 ' •' v;y Is this change only for you?__ or 

Dear Panelist: ^ R '.-i^ alV members of .the, family J~ f (/. one) 1 

This package contains ten packs of cigarettes. Smoke the five packs of 
68 first and complete the scale rating for G8 (Question 1) .’ Next, smoke /,*.V ^ 
the five packs of H4 and complete the scale rating for E4 ; (Question; 2 
Then, answer the remaining questions. 

lv Place an X In the box that best completes the .fol liow.l ng sentence;: _ r ., 

- r Compared to my regul ar : ciigarette , 10 think .that 88 Is- ; vV}>^v 

! - "I”—t: . I ,.■-1,-;-v % S.it-'v 


' very. muJi much moderately itighily . ume ibgtiUy moderately much -» vtty much) - ‘ .j-\; * ’ * 

\ wot* ■ worw wrw: ,. , worse t ( y ■* (belt** ‘'*0 *?bcuer 

,2.,/Place an X In .the box that best completes the following sentence; r--3 v -^ -- 
-; v \/ Compared to my reguliar cl garette ,_I thl nk tha t,. E4 1 s 

' ” ’ ”, * * " '. n ' . ™ "'"7 ^ ■ "" 7*^.' ^ ’ • - ■ L " -- j " . J -.' ^ , 1^1'j/' . M*." 

</-. very .much much i maJcritcJy Oichtiy mim' ■ ^ ilightly , moderately much - very much ' 

vfcorw worn* woric worse >V - 1 ^ ' ^-'v\ better belter '. better /. * v ’ bf Uor ■ i,, 0' v ^0'^ fc 

- " ‘ > . **. ‘i.. - .- i v... v.' v * v ^ ^ r. >( t ., ^ v \’. -^ ? 

. Please read the statements below and decide to which cigarette each 
statement applies. If a statement does not describe either cigarette, 

check "neither." 1 If a statement describes both cigarettes,.check "both • H - s .-*...\ 


moacutcly 
woric , 


3. Had a rich tobacco,taste. ~ 

4 . A bitter-tasting cigarette. .\. s v- 

5. Too harsh a cigarette. 

6. Had an off-taste. v 

7. Too weak a cigarette. ' 


Both - ; Neither 


8. All! things considered, whljch cigarette do you preferT ^> 5 'i 
\ —. E4 . r' .Plea 


.«■ v - r _ 

"Tv*, y - frV -hr* -y . " 




What brand do you usually smoke? 

Is It filtered? O Yes □No (check one) 


How many cigarettes do you smoke per day? ; 


^Please do not 
1m the spaces 

write 
below. 

20 

__25 

v ' ^ ■' 

; 21 . ' PP . ’ _ 

22 ■ 

. -27. . 


23 

60-3 


24 J 

.63-2 

i 




, :V 00:1 :'* r - v v ^" ; v, '.y—• .■>■*• 

Thank . : V ^rN^V^ ^ J.,:SS 

PRODUCT OPINION LABORATORY..,, ’ r > V' f-- ■ 


.Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/nimriiOOOO 
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Conclusions 

There were no total panel differences between the two 
cigarettes and the sub-panel differences were minimal - 
males aged 18-34 accorded a higher mean acceptability 
rating to the control Marlboro Lights, while Parliament 
smokers preferred the imen la V. 
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4 * 


Purpose. . . 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate consumer response 
to non-obvlous dilution via Ecusta porous tipping on a 
Marlboro Lights type cigarette. Mr. W. G. Houck, Jr. was 
the test requester. 


Cigarettes, . . 

The control cigarette was a production Marlboro Lights with 
perforated tipping and the experimental a Marlboro Lights 
type cigarette with Ecusta white porous tipping. Both 
tippings had a special gold dot print design, necessary to 
conceal the rod-filter juncture on the porous tipping model. 

Analytical data on the two cigarettes are contained In 
Appendix A, They were not different In any of the parameters. 

f ' 

Procedure... 

The test, consisting of a split-carton (5 packs vs. 5 packs) 
of the two cigarettes, was mailed August 30, 1973, to a 
panel of 600 health-filter smokers from the POL National 
Roster. The cigarettes were packaged in plain white packs 
with red and black alpha-numeric codes, as follows: 

Control Experimental 

Red C9 E7 

Black E7 C9 


1000357466 




3 


The ballot contained nine-point acceptability rating scales 
comparing the two cigarettes to the panelists' usual brand; 
five qualitative attributes to be ascribed to one, both, 
or neither of the two cigarettes; and a preference question. 
Panelists were also asked the brand they usually smoked and 
consumption per day. 

Results,., 

The data were tabulated and analyzed when 345 (57.5%) usable 
ballots had been received. Tables 1 through 10 contain 
ratings and answers for the total panel and by various demo¬ 
graphic breakouts. 

There were no significant total panel differences on any of 
the questions. 

The control Marlboro Lights cigarette was accorded the higher 
mean acceptability rating by the 52 males aged 18-34 (p<.02) 
and marginally by the 81 smokers aged 30-39 (p<.07). On the 
preference question Parliament smokers (N=33) preferred the 
control (p<-.05). 

There were very few significant differences on the attribute 
questions (three), and we believe these resulted from prefer¬ 
ence justification. 
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APPENDIX A 


Analytical Summary 


Marlboro Lights 
Control 

D3AIS-1 


Marlboro Lights 
Porous Tipping 
Paper _ 

D3AIT-1 


Smoke 

Butt Length, mmi 
FTC Tar, mg/clgt. 
Nicotine, mg/clgt. 
Puffs/cigt. 

Filtration Eff., % 

Cigarette 

Total RTD, In. of H 2 0 
Static Burn. Time, min. 
Length, mm 
Circumference, mm 

Paper 

Additive, type 
Porosity, sec. 

FIT ter 

RTD, In. of H 2 0 
Inner 
Outer 

Length, mm 
Inner 
Outer 

Weight, gms 
Inner 
Outer 

Tipping paper length, mm 
Dilution, % 

Filler 

Total Alkaloids, % 

Total Reducing Sugars, % 
Wt. of tob., gms 
Rod Density, gms/cc 


33 

33 

13.4 

13.9 

0.99 

1.02 

8.6 

8.6 

49 

48 

4.15 

3.97 

7.4 

7.5 

84.4 

84.6 

25.0 

25.1 

Cl t . 

Clt. 

n 

12 

3.0 

2.9 

1 .8 

1.7 

1 .2 

1.2 

25.1 

25.0 

10.0 

10.2 

15.1 

14.8 

0.303 

0.303 

0.071 

0.072 

0.232 

0.231 

30 

30 

17 

17 

1 .62 

1.63 

7.0 

7.2 

0.762 

0.754 

0.258 

0.252 
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If this label. needs to be changed, I 
please fill in the corrections below; 

Name_______ 

Street___ 

City _ 

State___ Zip Codte_ 

Telephone Number ( ) _ 

Is this change only for you ? or 
all members of the family?_ {/ one) 


Dear Panellist: 


LPT-1 

R 


' s * This package contains ten packs of cigarettes. Smoke the five packs of E7 
first and complete the scale rating! for E7 (Question 1).'. Ndxt, smoke the 
five packs of C9 and complete the scale rating for C9 (Question 2). Then 
answer the remaining questions. 

3 1. Place an X in the box that best completes the following sentence: 
Compared to my regular cigarette* I think that E7 is: 


very much 
woise 


moderately 

WOfiC 


moderately 

better 


very much 
better 


3 2. Place an X iln the box that best completes the following sentence: 

Compared to my regular cigarette, 1 think that C9 is: 


very much 
worse 


moderately 

WOfiC 


moderately 

better 


very much 
better 


Please read the statements below and decide to which cigarette each 
statement applies. If a statement does not describe either cigarette, 
check "neither." If a statement describes both cigarettes* check "both." 


Neither 


Had a rich tobacco taste. 

A bitter-tasting cigarette. 
Too harsh a cigarette. 

Had an off-taste. 

Too weak a cigarette. 


What brand do you usually smoke? 


If it filtered? QYes 
Is it menthol? □ Yes 


How many cigarettes do you smoke per day? 
Thank you, 

riOQMif’r nniiii tml t innti finny 


- - - 

— 


cigarette do you prefer? 

C9 

[ 

Please 
Sin the 

20 

do not 

spaces 

25 

(check one) 

21 

26 

(check one): 

22 

27 

Size or (check one) 

23 

60-3 

i Long (.100mm): 

Lil_ 

63-2 


/ ’" v Source:, t 


SCOOOT 
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APPENDIX V 
TIPPING SAMPLES 
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Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/mmnlOOOO 










